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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Chevy Chase Bank appeals from the district court's affirmance of

the bankruptcy court's confirmation of the Baileys Chapter 13 bank-
ruptcy plan. Chevy Chase argues that because it is a secured creditor
with an allowed claim, the plan as formulated could not be confirmed
over its objection. Cf. 11 U.S.C. § 1325(a)(5). Because we conclude
that Chevy Chase does not hold an allowed secured claim, we affirm
the district court.

Chevy Chase makes two arguments on appeal. First, it maintains
that its claim is deemed to be an allowed secured claim under 11
U.S.C. § 502(a) because no party in interest objected to its proof of
claim, which listed the claim as secured. This misconstrues the func-
tion of § 502(a). Had an objection to Chevy Chase's proof of claim
been made, the bankruptcy court would have "determine[d] the
amount of such claim in lawful currency of the United States." See
11 U.S.C. § 502(b) (emphasis added). Accordingly, when no objec-
tionisraised, only the monetary amount of the claimis "deemed
allowed" by § 502(a). The fact that Chevy Chase described its claim
as secured in its proof of claimisirrelevant. The determination of an
allowed claim's secured statusis an independent inquiry governed by
11 U.S.C. § 506 that is not affected by the failure to object to a proof
of claim. We therefore hold that a claim does not attain secured status
simply becauseit is"allowed" under § 502(a).

Second, Chevy Chase argues that the district court erred in ruling
that it did not have a secured claim on the ground that an Article 9
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security interest can never attach in ordinary building materials that
are incorporated into an improvement on land. We agree with the dis-
trict court that the Virginia Code does not recognize a security interest
in such materials. See Va. Code Ann. § 8.9-313(c)(2) (Michie 1991).
Instead, a creditor must obtain "an encumbrance upon fixtures pursu-
ant to real estate law" in order to secureits claim. Seeid. § 8.9-
313(c)(3). We therefore affirm this second issue on the reasoning of
the district court. See Chevy Chase Bank v. Bailey, Civ. No.
2:97cv808, dip op. a 4-6 (E.D. Va. Nov. 3, 1997).

AFFIRMED



